
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 7 

Mr. Bill Black, Superintendent 
Ozark National Scenic Riverways 
P.O. Box490 
Van Buren, MO 63965 

Dear Mr. Black: 

11201 Renner Boulevard 
Lenexa, Kansas 66219 

FEB 7 2014 

RE: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement/General Management Plan for Ozark National 
Scenic Riverways, Missouri 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/General Management Plan for Ozark National Scenic Riverways. Our review is provided 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 42 U.S.C. 4231 , Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, and Section 309 ofthe Clean Air Act. The DEIS was assigned 
the Council on Environmental Quality number 20130325. 

Based on our overall review and the level of our comments, the EPA has rated the DEIS for this project 
LO (Lack of Objections). A copy of EPA's rating descriptions is provided as an enclosure to this letter. 

The DEIS adequately outlines the purpose, need, and general management plan for this project. The 
preferred Alternative (B) seems to address and provide a good balance of the various uses and resources 
of ONSR. We commend your coordination efforts with various other agencies and entities throughout the 
development of this project. We would encourage continued coordination with local, state, and federal 
agencies to ensure that all laws, ordinances, and regulations are followed and all necessary permits acquired. 
We also would like to thank you for prominently addressing the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects 
of each potential environmental consequence. 

Though environmental impacts included in the DEIS were overall minimal, EPA offers the following 
comments for additional considerations of potential environmental impacts and a focus on minimization 
and mitigation of these impacts and provide additional information related to the project. 

While it is understood that the proposed management process would allow for site-dependent flexibility 
in management and mitigation practices, it would be useful in instances such as these to include at least 
a few specific examples of practices and procedures that may be used to meet these directives and how 
health and condition will be measured. EPA continues to support avoiding and minimizing adverse 
impacts to air, land, and water quality, including wildlife and their habitat. We would like to suggest that 
any potential effects or disturbance of fish and wildlife species be minimized to the extent possible 
through the use ofBMPs for such activity. 

In the event that there are jurisdictional wetlands impacted by the proposed action, we recommend that 
any mitigation should occur in the same HUC 8 or smaller watershed as the location of the project 
impacts. If changes occur in the project purpose, need, alternatives, or impacts between now and the 
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time of issuance of Public Notice, EPA's 404 program reserves the ability to comment further on this 
project. Information may be generated through the 404 public interest review process that was not 
documented during the EIS process and should be considered in the final decision. This could include 
changes in regulation or processes, advances in the knowledge of the resources to be impacted, 
discovery of populations of threatened or endangered species, new best management practices, and/or 
improvement in stream or wetland restoration science. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments regarding this project. If you have any 
questions, please contact Amber Tucker, NEPA Reviewer, at 913-551-7565 or via email at 
tucker.amber@epa.gov. 

~effery Robichaud 
/' ?eputy Director 

Environmental Services Division 
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement Rating Definitions 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

"LO" (Lack of Objections) 

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to 
the proposal. The review may have opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

"EC" (Environmental Concerns) 

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect 
the environment. Corrective measures require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EO" (Environmental Objections) 

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to 
provide adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes 
to the preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action 
alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory) 

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

"Category 1" (Adequate) 

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative 
and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data 
collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information) 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that 
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS. 



"Category 3" (Inadequate) 

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental 
impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are 
outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to 
reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional 
information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public 
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEP A 
and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment 
in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 




